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The 1970-1971 field testing of the Adult Basic

Education Fepleen Ingles video programs and paper and pencil lessons
vas undertaken to provide answers to several guestions. These
questions concerned: (1) the instructional effectiveness of the 30
video prograss and pen and pencil lessons; (2) the two prograss as
single or dual instructional media; (3) target population attitudes
toward English usage and video program characters; and {4) learaning
retention asong progras participants subsequent to a time period
folloving the final proJram exposure. Pindings of the field testing
show: (1) the Empleen Iangles Video Prograsm and Paper/Pencil Lessons
producce dramatic and dignificant gaians in English comprehension,
usage, and vocabularv; {(2) a coabination of the programs produce
greater learning effects than does a single instructional medfum; (3)
the target population jerceived the video program in a favorable
light; and (4) the degree of English proficiency 20 days after
program exposure resained significantly higher as compared with

pretest scores.

It i8 recommended that: (1} a disseaination plan be

conceptualized and implemented to provide the target population with
these instructional programs; aid {2} consideration be given to
continuing the developaent of the Empleen Ingles series until 100 or
150 video programs have becn coapleted. (DB)
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PREFACE

The 1970-71 field testing of the Adult Basic Education Empleen Ingles
video programs and paper and bencii lessons was undertaken by the South-
western Cooperative Educatioﬁal Laboratory Divisioﬁ, Related Programs
for Mexican Americans, in August 1970 through June 1971.l Drl Atilano A,
Valencia, Director of Related Programs for Mexican Americans, éoordinated
the field ;csting program ana was responsible in formulailng the.reseérch
design, statistical analyées design,-interpreting and composing the follow-
ing report. Mr. Tony Galaz, Research Assistanﬁ) Related Programs for
Mexican Americans, served as a coordinator in th2 ‘testing activities,
provided assistance in the design of the video and psper and pencil test
fnstruments, in the pilot testing of the instruments and training the field
testors. Mr. Richard Lent;, SWCEL D;fa Processing Manager, extended
assistance in supervising the prepara;ion and processing of the data

through computer analyses. And Mrs, Linda Korka, Computer Programmer,

worked directly with Mr. Lentz in the computer processing of the data.

(5]
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I. TINTROL:UCTION

The 1970-71 field testing of thirty video ESL programs, developed by
the Urivexsity of Arizona, Radio-TV Bureau, under sub-contractual basis
wlth the Southwestern Cooperative Educatijonal Laboratory, was primarily
a Laberatory undertaking.- However, the total testing program ‘would not
have beeé possible without the c00peration of individuals and other agencies
from other geographical areas. |

Field testing of the SWCEL Empleen Ingles series has been carried over
a three year period. The first field testing plgn included five television
video lessons. Three testing conditioﬁs were used:  a classroom condition
with video exposure, A classroom condition with video exposure and follow-
up drills conducted by a teacher, ard a home condition with video exposure
and no followup drills: |

The sampling population included non-English speaking, Spanish-speaking
adults (age 18-065) from six geographical areas. The primary purpose was to
test thé effectiveness of English oral language fnstruction (language usag
and comprehension»development), uaing an innovating {nstructional scheme
(e.g., anlﬁation, choreography, and other entertaining elgments) via televiston.

The 1968-69 field'testipg results show significant gains in oral English
usage and comprehension based on the test instrument and research design
designed by SWCEL staff. There was no significant difference between the home
treatment condition and the classroom condit{on. Consequently, it was con-
cluded that the home treatment condition was advantageous in terﬁs of cost.
It was recommended that further field testing of the video program be under-

taken to ascertain their instructional effectiveness over a longer treatment

ERIC ’
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" exposure (e.g., fifteen video programs) and over a more distributed time

base. It was further recommended that the effectiveness of the program
be tested with other Spanfsh speaking ethnic groups, such as the Cuban

population in Miemi and tbe Puerto Rican population in New York City.

Additionally, it was suggested that an attftudinal component be fncluded

O

1n‘the testing to obtain data on target population attitudes toward the
characters depiéted in the video program.

The 1969-70 field testiné scheme was designad to détermine the
inqtrﬁctional eifectivéness of fifteen oral English video programs among
rural adult Mexican Americans in two different geographical areas and time
arrangements, and urban Cuban and Puerto'R@can adults, V

Only one treatment condition was used in the field testing progrsm--
the home aettiné._ Howcver,'a distriduied éime base versue a consecutive
program serics was co@pared. ‘Sinca fifteen video lessons wvere tested, the
programs were presented on a three consecutive week series, excluding week-
eﬁds,‘in four locations. The distributed time arrongement (Monday, Wednes-

day, and Friday) wes presented ovey a five-week period, excluaipg weekends,

in one of the five geographical areas. Thus, it was posaible to make a

gomparison_between two urban Mexican American pbpulétions, one using a con-
secutive time arrongement and the othe¥ a distributed time base.

fhe 1969-70 field testing results show significant gains in English
compfehennion and usage scross all experimental groups except one. The
statistical findings show the comlined population means &t or beyénd 50 percent
in relaliohship to the total correct respnnses possible on English compré-

hension and usage; yet, in terms of these means, the overall achievement

RIC . 8
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- did not reach the 85 percent score predicted in one of the rescarch hypotheses.

This suggests that most of the learnérs scored relatively low at the beginning
and advanced significantly in the program; however, this achievement was not-
sufficiently high to measure 85 percent on the post-~test,

. The 1969-70 findings also show a consistent and favorable attitude am;ng
thg six population groups toward the video program characters. With a mean
of 8.80 (possible maxiaum score {s ten) across the six experimental groups,
the Jata show that positive perceptions toward program charccters far exceéded
the SQ percent predicted in the rescarch hypothesis.

A comparative analysis revealed no significant differences between the
population groups, excepé in reference to one of the geographical areas--Santa
Maria, California. Further study 18 reeded to deterpine the'lower achievement
o’ this group as compayed to the othérs. |

AQditionally, nd significant dirfference wac found bétween the distri-
buted-time plan and the consecutive-time arrangeme;t, but it is noteworthy
that the most dramatic ;519 in English compreheasion and nsage occurred in
benver, where the distributed-time plan was used. Because of the difficulty
in finding "prime-time" for telecasting programs, the foregoing £inding can
have important tmpl!c@tions fn selecting time arrangements for presenting

the Empleen Ingles serfes. The distributed time arrangement presents unique

\ advantages in terms of feasibility for telecasting the»video progrems,

O
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During 1969-70, the West Texas Educatica Center in Midland, Texaé,
completed & package of paper and pencil materials that can be utilized
with non-English speaking, (literate or flliterate) Spanish-speaking adults,
These lessons are related to the video programs and, theregore, are aeslgned

to serve as a supplement or refufircement medfum. With thirty video progra}s

9
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and related paper and

~encil lessons available in 1970, several questions

needed to be answered:

1.

Do the video programs maintain their instructional effectiveness
when the number of exposures is doubled (15 to 30)?
Do the video programs tend to maintain their audience when

the exposure time is doubled?

Do the attitudes of the participants toward the program characters

"and the instructional media tend to vary and change (positively or

negatively) over a longer period of exposure?

Doés the inclusion of paper and pencil materials (coupled with the
video programs) tend to enbance learning English significantly as
compared to the single medium, v@deo oniy,'exposure?

On thé average, do the learnmers tend to retein the learned verbal

pstterns after instruction has been discontirued (e.g., over a four

week period)?

10




II. RESEARCH AND BESIGN

Treatment Conditions and Geographical Settings

Based on the questions presented in the foregoing secti&n,tthe following
treatment conditions were conceptualized:
Treatment Condition I: Utilizing the video programs without paper.and
pancil materials and teacher aides.
Tfeatment Condition II: Utilizing home-video instrﬁction with paper and
pencil materials, exciuding teacher aides.
. Treatment Condition III: Utilizing home-video instruction with paper
and pencil wmaterials, including fifth grade level students as teacher a{dgs.
_ Treatment Condition IV: Utilizing only thg paper and pencil waterials
in a classroom settipg, coupled with a teacher aide. B
Twenty to twenty-five nén-English speaking, Spanish-speaking Mexican
Americans were randomly selected as subjects per treatment - ‘tion in two

geographical areas. Initially, it was suggested chat all of the treatment

conditions would.be included in two differeht geographical areas. However,
because of the increased number of vidéo programs as compared to previous
years tuch difficulty was experfenced in enlisting the services of television
stations on a community service basis. Television stations usually plan thelr
$Chedules several months ia advance. Thus, while time was c€fered Ly several
stations in different geographical areas, only one was able to provide time
within our field testing schedule. KFRE, Fresno, California ext;nded thirty

days of telecasting time to accommodate our field testing plan, while, at the

same time, it also provided a public service to thc Mexfican American population
in that geographical area. A second geopraphical area, Midland, Texas, was

o :
[E l(: selected for testing the paper and pencil materials in a classroom setting. k
s ’
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Test Instruments and Independent Variables

The field testing {pstrument used in the two previo : video field

" testing plens was revised and exﬁanded for utilization with thirty video-

" programs. This test instrument consists of si{x parts, wiEh particular refer-

O

ence to th;ee attitudinal factors and three linguisticlvar{ables. The instru-
ment 1§_b111ngual in nature, 1ncorporat§né Spanish in the instructions given
to the inerviewee and Spanish and English in the contént. The‘threé atti-
tudinals §ar1ab1es are (1) attitudes toward Englisﬁ usage, (2) attitudes
toward program characters and situations, and (3) attifudes tcward cuttﬁral,
acting, musical, dancing and repetitive voice features in-the video programs.
And the thr;e linguistic variables are English comprehension, English usage,
ani English vocabQIary.

The video f{eld testing instrument was designed to be administered
orally. There are three categories in the scoring. 'The attitudinal compo-
nents are vated according to the categories favorable, indiffercnt, or unfa-
vorable, with 2 representing the first, 1 the second, and 0 the third category
respectively. The linguistic components are rated according to the categories
correct; partiully correct, and incorrect, with 2 representing the first, 1
the second, and O the third category respuctively., Checkmarks are used to
indicate the intervlewee'; responses observed by the interviewer. Spaces
are provided at the end of each test component to insext subscores and total
score..

The video field testing instrument was reviewed by at least three bilin-
gual lLeboratory staff members with representatives from the Bureau of Cec muni-
cations, University oi Arizona. Additlonally, it was pilot tested among a
small sample of non-Englfish speaxinp Mexican American adults in Albuquerque,

jew Mexico. Bas2d on these obscvrvations, a few items wete " :.ed, deleted,
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or revised to produce a complete and reliable measuring instrument, ref}ecting
the content components aﬁd objecéives of the Empleen Ingles video progrqh
series. |

The paper and pencil instfument was Jesigned to ascertain the English
langua%F oral proficiency of Spanish-speaking Awericans. The content i; based
on‘English as a second language (ESL) lessons designed.by the West Texas
Education Agency in Midland, Texas, with reference tc the thirty Empleen
Ingles video programs. The linguistic variables inciuded in the paper and
pencil i{nstrument ave English comprehensicon, English usage, and English voca-
bulary. The instrument can be used as a pre- ;nd-post-test instrument rela-

tive to thirty paper and pencil lessons. It also can be used with the video

field testinp {nstrument relative to content in the Empleen Ingles video programs.

The test 'tems in the paper and pencil test instrument must be presented
orally and inﬁividually. Tnterview responses are tnen recorded on a rating
scale, ranging from O t> 2 points. In this respect, "2" is a perfect or
almost perfect answer, where both the language content and pronunciaticen
leave littie to be desired; "1' relates to ; response which has either vhe
pronunciation or the language content pertially correct; and '"O" represents
a respense where the prerunciation and/or language content {s totally absent
or inccmprehensible.

K bilinguai latoratory staff member reviewed the content of the instru-
wment with representitives from the Wes: Texas Educational Agency. Addition-
ally, the instrument was pilot tested with a small s.-ple of Mexican Amecican
adults in Albuquevque to ascertain the televancy of the test items, the

administration time, 2rd the scoring c(riteria.

13
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Field Testing Team Selection and Training

A field testing area coordinator was selected from Fresno, California

to prnvide assistance in coordinating the field tcstiag in that geographical

d4rea. Six other percons were selected by the‘area'coordinator to administer

the tests among the treatment groups in Fresno and outlying rural communities.

A one-déy training institute was conducted ﬁy two SWCEL Field testing staff
memhérs to familiarize the Fresno fieléd testing team with the research design
test and field testing procedures. A similar institute was conducted by onu
of the SWCEL field testing staff mpmbers to familiacize the Midland, Texas
field testing team wich the research design, p;per and pencil {nstrument,

and fleld testing procedures.

Field Testing Design

A pre-test and two post-tests werc used to ascertain oral English
achievement gain ahd attitudinal changes among three experimintal groups
exposéd to video and paper and pencil programs in Fresno. The inclusion
of a second post-lest, approximately twenty days subsequent tu the program
2xposures and the first post-test, served to {ndicate the degree of learning
retention 1 oral English among the experimental grcups. I Midland, Texas
where only the paper and péncll program was used, the time factor prevented
the apolication of a second pust-test. The recruitment of participants for
a clasgrOOm setting in Midland consumed a longer period of time than the
recruitment of patrticipants for the home setting fn Fresno. Consequently,
it was not porssible to allow a twenty day lapse between the first and
seLond post tests within the overall field testing schedule., Thus, the

retention effect has been analyzed oniy {n reference to the field testing

conditions in Fresqo.

14
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" Statistical Analyses Design

Three types of analyses weré psed‘to ascertain gain in o;allEnglish- 
development, attitudinal éhanges relative to threelattitudinal variables,
vénd comparati;e differences between experimental conditions., Anaiyées of
varianqe‘were ;sed Eo determine significant differences betwegn pfe-;esf
and post;test 1 means, as well as between the first and second post-tesﬁ 2
meaﬂs. The same type of analyses were performed to ascertain significaht
differences between post-test 1 means and post-test 2 means,‘w;th particular
reference to retention effects on English lang;aée comprehension and usage.
Anal;ses of cnvariance were used to dete;mine the.s?gnificant’difference

on oral English achievement and attitudinal changes’between the experimental

' grou#s. A simple anilysis also was applied to provide data on oral English

achievement, based on percentage gain. Specﬂfiéally, thg statistical_gnalysesi
plan was designed fo focus on the following:

1, To deterﬁine the significant gain in oral English coxprehension
and uéage for each of the treatment conditions.

2, 1o ascertain the significant differences in oral English develop-

‘ment and at:ftudinal changes between the given treatment conditions.

3, To‘determine'the significant changes in attitudes (positively or
negatively) toward English ;sage and video program characters and situations
zaong the treatment groups.

4, To calculate the retention of oral English achievement within
and between the different treatment conditions, with par;£CU1ar reference

to twenty or thirty days following program exposure.

LA
1
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II1, STATISTICAL ANALYSES AND FINDINGS

Experimental Greup Achievement in Oral English Based on Analysis,of Variance

- and Percentage Gain or Loss, Usjng the Paper and Pencil Test Instrument.

Table [ shows the statistical findings in oral English achievement
for two experimental conditions in the study, based on the paper and péncil
tﬁst instrumeﬁt. One population group, urban in nature, was provided with
paper and pencil materlals in Midland, Texas. Two typesiof population
groups, urban and rural, were provideC with paper and pencil materfals
(plus a tutor frOm the same home setting) and’ the video programs in Fresno,
California. The findings reveal dramaticAachievement in each of the 1anguage
variables (comprehension, usage, and vocabulary) in all of the treatment
conditions. It also is noted that the greatest gains appear among'the
groups provided witﬁ paper/péncil and Qldeo programs, While all of the mean
gains are noted at or beyond the .01 level of confidence, the percentage
gains also appear consistently beyond 100 percent.

The total possible scores for the three language variables are as
follows: 32 in comprehension, 38 {n usage, and 112 in vocabulary, In this

respect, all of the post test means are beyond 50 percent relative o the

total possible sccres, and {n the majérity of instances the mecan gains are

beyond 75 pexcent.

The test data from Group 2 video program and paper/pencil treatment
group (excluding a tutor) are not observed in the analysis due td
discrepancies in the testing and data collecting processes by two of the
field testors. However, the data collected from Grovps 3and & described in the
first paragraph of this section provide sufficient evidence on<the paper

and pencil program rifects. These data also provide an indicatien on the

16
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‘ degrée of achievement gain on a‘pre-test versus post-test 2 basis. The
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statistical data in Table IIL show some slight changes in post-test 2 means;

however, the achievement gains between the pre- and post-test scores remain

highly significent among all the treatment groups except Treatment Group 2,

. As 18 evident in the previous cumparisons {pre- versus post-test 1), the

degree of gain in the majority of the conditions and variables is at or-
befond the .01 level of confidence, And the percentage gain appears

dramatically high (30 percent and above) in most of the statistical compqrisonsg‘

17
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. Setting

and .
Condition

Urbah;-

. Paper/Pencil

Progrags

Urban--
Paper/Pencil
Programs

Yrban--
Paper/Pencil
Prograums

Rural-~
Video,

_Paper/Pencil

Program
With Tutor

Rural=--
video,
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Rural--

. Video,

Paper/Peucil
Program
With Tutor

Urban--
Video, .
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

TABLE I

Experimehtal Grodp Achievemént
in Oral English Based on Analysis of Variance,

Using Test 2--Paper/Pencil Instrument

(Pre-Test versus Post Test 1)

Variable

Compreﬁension
(Test 2)

Usage
(Test 2)

‘Vocabulary

(Test 2)
Combrehension

(Test 2)

Usage .
{Test 2)

. Vocabulary

(Test 2)

Comprehension
(Test 2y

-

18
18

18
18

18

18

22

22

22
22

22

.22

18
18

Pre-Test .

Post Test St'd High Low P
Means -~ Dev. Score Score Ratlo
6,50 . 4.72 16 0 29.27%%
18.00  7.39 31 2 .

- 8.28  7.21 28 0 29,884
- 22,22 7.66 35 0
22,83 13.59 55 0 51.70%*
66.78 21.21 96 11

. 5.27 2,07 . 10 1 570,46%%

26,73 3.56 32 4

2.86 1,91 6 0 915,29%*
28.91  3.45 37 21

25.66  8.77 40 9 807,99%%
94.68  6.85 112 84

9.33  9.09 28 0 37.26%
25,22 5.71 32 14 :

13

%
Change

176.92

168.46
192.46

406.90

909.52

269.33

170.24

* Denotes significant difference at the .05 level of confidence in all of the
statistical tables,
**Denotes signiifcant dif(erence at the .0l level of confidence in all of the
-statistical tables,

18



. Setting
and

Condition

Urban--
Videon,
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Urban~-~
Video,
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Variable

Usage
(Test 2)

- Vocabulary -
(Test )

n

Srtp—

18
18

18
18

— ;\,wi'--i ; ,’
14
TABLE I .
(Continued)
Pre~-Test
Post Test St'd High Low - F %
Means Dev, Score Score Ratio Change
13.94 7.42 27 0 S57.36%% 121,12
30.83  5.43 . 38 23
44,28 27.47 112 0 75.8l%x 135.26
104,17 .

7.04

112 90
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TABLE 1I
Experimental Croup‘Achlevement
in Oral English Based on Analysis of Variance,
Using Test l-~Video Test Instrument
(Pre-Test versus Post Test 1)
vSetting : Pre~Test .
and Post Test St'd High Low F "%

Condition Variable _n. Means Dev. Score Score Ratio Gain
Urban-- Comprehension 24 58.88 16,00 81 4  38.47%% 45,78
Video (Test 1) 24 85.83 13.37 99 42 .
Program . ‘

Urban-- Usage 25 39.29 11,47 54 2 65.66%% 69,57
Video (Test 1) 24 -66.63 11,41 74« 20

Program . -
Urban-~ Vocabuldry 24 66.38 . 10.29 88 49  98.18*% 39,67
Video (Test 1) 24 92.71 7.51 100 65

Program .
Rural-- Comprehension 17 22.88 13.33 6% 7 212.69%% 261.18
video (Test 1) 17 . 82.65 9.54 100 65
Program :
Rural-- Usage 17 13.76 8.93 28 0 195.64%% 372,65
video (Test 1) 17 65.06 11.63 80 36
Program .
Rural-- - Vocabulary 17 19.94 9.01 37 8 965.08%% 394,99
video ~ (Test 1) 17 98.71 4.66 102 86
Program
Urban-- . Comprehension 12 59.50 24,19 100 25 49 10,50
Video and (Test 1) 12 65.75 16.92 100 43
Paper/Pencil
Programs
Urban-- Usage 12 46.75 18.13 73 12 1.03 14,97
Video and (Test 1) 12 53.75 13.90 80 33

Paper/Pencil

Programs
Urban-- Vocabulavy 12 56.33 25.09 5 S .86 16.57
Video and (Test 1) 12 65.67 21.93 102 33
Paper/Pencil

Programs

20




_ Setting
and
Condition

Rural--
video and
Paper/Pencil
Programs

Rural--
video and
Paper/Pencil
Programs

Rural--
Video and
Paper/Pencil
Programs

Rural--
Video,
Paper/Pencil
Program
"With Tutor

Rural=--
video,’
Paper/Pencil
Frogram
With Tutor

Rural--
Video,
Paper/P
Program
With Tytor

Urban~-
Video,
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Urban=-
Video,
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Variable

Cémprehension
(Test 1)

Usagé

" (Test 1)

Vocabulary
(Test 1)

Comprehencion
(Test 1)

Usage
(Test 1)

Vocabulary
(Test 1)

~ Comprehension

(Test 1)

Usage
(Test 1)

LI

12
12

12
12

12
12

22

© 22

2z
22

22
22

18
18

18
18

——

16

TABLE II -

(Continued)

. Pre-Test

Post Test St'd High Low . F %
Means Dev, Score Score Ratio (Gain
85.25 19.85 100 - 22 .00 .68
85.83 9.14 100 - 72
57.42 20,11 78 0 .00 - 44
57.17 19,72 78 0
85.63  11.92, 102 62  1.61  ~7.96

79.00 13.26 100 59 .
47.00 34,19 94 0 15.80%% 66.44
78.00 11.24 97 57
43.59 32.91 78 0 6.52*% 43,80
62.68 9.45 78 43 .
85.82 13.45 100 45 .60 3.39
88.73 10.58 102 67
28.83 25.46 91 0 51,02%% 185.36
82.28 17.42 100 53
26,00 16.02 75 5 56.55%% 159,62
67.50 16.15 80 29

21



Setting
and
Condition

Urban-~
Video,
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

17
TABLE II -
{Continued)
Pre-Test
Post Test St'd High Low  F %
Variable n_ _ Means Dev, Score Score Ratfo Gain
Vocabulary = - 18 36.33 21,82 99 - 0 43.14%% 137,30
(Test 1) 18 36.94  23.09 102 25 '

22



Setting
and
Condition

Urban~=- -
Video
Program

Urban-?
Video
Program

Urban~-
Video
Program

Rural=-~
Video

" Program

Rural--
Video
Program

Rural=-
Video
Program

Urban--

" Video and

Paper/Pencil

Programs

Urban--
Video and

Paper/Pencil

Programs

Urdan«-
Video and

Paper/Pencil

Prograus

23

18
TABLE III
Expefiméntal Croup Acﬁievement
in Oral English Based on Analysis of Variance
) and Perceritage Gain/Loss,
Using Test 1--Video Test Instrument
(Pre-Test vercus Post Test 2)
Pre~Test
Post Test St'd High Low F %
Variable n Means Dev. Score Score Ratio Gain
Comprehension 24 58.88  15.99 81 4 32.27% 40,27
(Test 1) 24 82.58 12.03 99 40
Usage 24 - 39.29 11.47 54 2 95,91%%  70.41
(Test 1) 24 66.96 7.08. 80 45
Vocabulary 24 665.38 10.29 88 L9 71.50% 35,22
(Test 1) 24 89.75 8.35 102 58 .
Comprehension 17 22.88 13.33 69 T 74.54%% 146,27
(Test 1) 17 56.35 7.93 77 42
Usage 17 13.76 8.93 28 0 40.59*% 141.45
(Test 1) 17 33.24 8.34 52 18 :
Vocabulary 17 19.94  9.01 37 8 199.06%% 268,44
(Test 1) 17 713,47 12,21 97 57
Comprehension 12  59.50  24.19 100 25 .16  -5.46
(Test 1) 12 56.25 11.73 74 40
 Usage - 12 46.75  18.13 713 12 .01 1.43
(Test '1) 12 47.42 10.54 64 35
Vocabulary 12 56.33 25.0% 95 15 .08 -4, 44
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TABLE [II
(Continued;
Setting S _Pre-Test
and .. Post Test St'd High Low 5 %

Condition Variable @ _n_ ~__Means Dev, Score Score Ratio Gain
Rural-- .  Comprehensica 12~ 85.25 19,85 100 = 22 7,07% -22.39
Video and (Test 1) . 12 66.17 13,13 94 50 ’
Paper/Pencil T .

Programs - ,

Rurale- . Usage 12 57.42 20,11 78 0  4.35% =-29,03
Vileo and (Test 1) 12 40,75 17.25 67 0

Paper/Pencil - ' .

Programs

Rural-- Yocabuliary 12 85,83 11;92- 102 62 . 20.98% -33.A9
Video and (Test 1) 12 56,92 17,21 86 27 ] :
Paper/Pencit . :

Programs

Rural-- Comprehension 22 47.00  39.19 94 0  3.26% 31,72
Video &and (Test 1) " 22 61.91 16.08 88 38

Paper/Pencil . ’

Prograus
"With Tutor

Rural~- ilsage 22 43,59 32.91 78 e .87 16.68
video and (Test 1) 22 50,86 13.40 69 25 '
Paper/Pencil .

Progceams

With Tutor

Rural-~- Vocabulary 22 85.82 13,45 100 45 5.37% -10.¢1
Video and . (Test 1) 22 76,45 12,72 94 42

Papar/Pencil

Programs

With Tutor

Urban-- Comprehension 18 28.83 25.46 91 0 .20,17%* 128,32
Video 4nd (Test 1) 18 65.83 22,48 100 30

Paper/Pencil

Programs

With Tutor

Urban-- Usage 18 26,00 16,02 75 5 22,84%% 101,28
Video and {Test 1) 18 £2.33 16.10 80 17

Paper/Pencil
y Programs
Y __With Tutor
L 24



. Setting
and
Condition

Vocabulary
- (Test 1)

Urban--
Vvideo and
Paper/Pencil
Programs
With Tutor

Varfable

18 83.29

20
TABLE 111
(Continued)
Pre-Test : .
Post Test St'd High Low . - F %
L Means _ Dev, Score Score Ratio Gain
18 36.23 21.82 9 © 0 38,93% 129,51
22,15 102 26
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Exﬁerimental Group Learning Ketertion in Oral English
Based on Analysis of Varfance and Percentage Gain or Loss

Analysis of variance was used to ascertain the degree of learning retention

" or loss in Oral English, with particular reference to 20 days subsequent to

program exposure. A drop ir English proficiency is noted (Table IV) among all
of the treatment groups in the study. It {s notewcrthy that the significant
drops dccurred, most consistently, among the rural populations. S8ince the
rural participants in the study are not generally exposed to the Eaglish-
speaking media of the u:ban area, it {s not surprising to find this effect,
Yet, it is signfficant to note that in the previous comparison the degree of
English proficiency amoig the participants, 20 day; after program exposure,
remained significantly higher as compared to their pre-test scores. Specifi-
cally, this means that while some lossiin English proficiency occurs over ai

period of time following program exposure, the degreez of ability to commni-

"cate In English remairs relatively and significantly higher as compared to

O

the pre-test findings.

A similar cffect §s noted in English comprehensicn, English usage, and
English vocabulary based on the paper and pencil test instrument. The statis-
tical data given in Table V show mean achievement drops among all the tréatment
g;oups relafive to these three language varfables, with the greater drops
occurring among the rutral population groups. However, as is indicated in the
previous section, the final English proficiency level among the treatment groups

remain relatively and significantly higher as compared to the pre-test results.

LRIC 26
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Setting
. and . .
Condition

.Urbah--

Video
Program

Urhane-=
Video
Program

Urban--
Video
Program

Rural--
Video

" Progrem

Rural--
Video
Program

Rural=-
Video
Program

Urban--

" video and

Paper/Pencil
Programs

Urban--
Video and
Paper/Pencil
Progrens

Urbane=
‘1ideo and

, Paper/Pencil

Programs

" TABLE -V -

Experimental GfOLp’Learning Ratentioﬁ

in Oral English Based on Alalysis of Variance

and Percentage Gt in/Loss,
Using Test 1--Video Teit Instrument
(Post Test 1 versus Pcst Test 2)

Variable

Comprehension

. (Test 1)

Usage

(Test 1)

Vocabulary
(Test 1)

Comprehension
(Test 1)

Usage
(Test 1)

Vécabulary
(Test 1)

Comprehehsion
(Test 1)

' Usage

(Test 1)

Vocabulary
(Test 1)

2%

24

24

24

17
17

17
17

12
12

12
12

12
12

Post Test 1 . ) .

Post Test 2 St'd High Low F
Means Dev. Score Score Ratio
85.83 '3.,37 99 - 42 .75
#2,58 12.03 99 40

. 66,63 11.61 74 20 .01
66.96 7.98 80 45
92,71 7.5. 100 65  1.59
89.75 8.35 102 S8
82.65 9.54 100 65  71.89%*
56,35 7.93 77 42
65.06 11.63 10 36 79.06%
33.24 8.3 52 18
98.71 4.66 102 86  59,61%k
73.47 12,21 97 57
65.75 16.92 100 43  2.34
56.25 11.73 74 4
53,75 13.90 80 33 1.45
47,42 10.54 64 35
65.67 21.93 102 33 2.48
53.83 11.81 73 3%

27

22

%
Change

'3.79

-3.19

"31.81
-48,92

'25057

'1‘0.“5

'11.78

"18.02



. Setting
and

Varlable‘4

. Condition

Rural--
video and

Paper/Pencil

Programs

~ Rurale--
video and
Paper/Pencil
Programs

Rurale=-
video and
Paper/Pencil
Programs

Rural~~
Video and
Paper/Pencil
~Program
W.th Tutor

Rural=-
Video and
Paper.Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Rural--
Videy and
. PapesfPencil

Program
With Tutor

Urban--
Video and
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Uzban--
video and
Paper/Pencil
Program
‘t;‘ Tutor

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Comprehension
(Test 1)

Usage.'
(Test 1)

Vocabuiary
(Test 1)

Comprehensinn
(Test l)_

Usage
(Test 1)

Vocabulary
(Test 1)

Comprehensicn
(Test 1)

Usaga
(Test 1)

L

12
12

12

12

12
12

22

T 22

22
22

22
22

18
18

13
18

TABLE IV -
(Cont;nued)

" Post Test 1

. Post Test 2 St'd High

85.83

66.17

”

57.17
40.75

79.00
56,92

78.23
61,91

62.68
50.86

88.73
76,45

82.28
65.93

67,50
52,33

28

Means

Dev. Score
9.14 100
13,13 94 .
19.72 78
17.25 67
13.26 100
17.21 86
1.2 97
16.08 88
9.45 78
13.40 69
10.58 102
12,72 9%
17.42 100
22,4 100
16.15 80
16.10 80

23
Low -~ F %
Score Ratfo Change
72 16.63%% ;2,91
50. ’
0 4,31« =-28,72
0
59 11w36*f -27.95
2 ‘ .
38
43 10,91%*% -1¥,85
25 :
67 11,55%% -13,83
hz
53  5.,68% -19,9¢%
30
29 7.51%% 222,47
17

L sy

-




24 ]

TABLE 1V - s ;
{Continued) ) : : o ‘

Csetting .. . . Post Test 1 . :

and : . . Post Test 2 St'd High Low - F %

Condition - Yariable - - n_ Means Dev. Scoxe Score Ratio ' Change

Urbsn-- - Vocabulary . © 18  86.94 . 23.09 102" 25 .20 -4.09

video and - (Test 1) 18 83.39 22,15 102 ° 26 : ‘

Paper/Pencil - ‘ . L o , E

Program

With Tutor




TABLE V

Eiperimental Group Achievement in Oral English Based )

on Analysis of Variance gnd Percentage Gain/Loss Usin
y Test %, Paper/Pencil Inst%ument 8 ,

Post Test 1 Versus Post Test 2

~ Setting Post Test 1

and : : - Post Test 2 St'd High  Low  F
Condition Variable n Means Dev. Score Score Ratio
Urban-- - Comprehension 12 20,50 4,56 - 32 12 . .12
Video and (Test 2) 12 21,25 $.39 32 14
Paper/Pencil
Programs
Urban-- Usage 12 26,92 5.36 38 14 .80
Video and (Test 2) 12 + 23,00 4,64 30 - 15
Paper/Pencil ’ . .
Programs
Urban-- Vocabulary 12 73.42 17,11 112 46 1.66
Videco and (Test 2) 12 63.92 17,45 102 40
Paper/Pencil B
Programs
. Rural-- Comprehension 12 23,92 9. 50 3z 14 8.08%*
Video and {Test 2) 12 17.00 $.90 28 8
Paper/Pencil
Progrems
: Usage - 12 26,75 4,56 32 17 22, 18%*
(Test 2) 12 16.67 "5.36 28 9
Vocabulary 12  69.50 16,13 94 42  12,24k*
. (Test 2) 12 44,67 17.14 74 18
Rural-- . Comprehension 22 26,73 3,56 32 16 SLALM
Video ard (Test 2) . 22 18.41 3.9 30 10
Rural-- Usage : 22 28,91 3.45 37 21 60,15%*
Video and (Test 2) 22 19.86 4,08 29 11
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

30

25

%
Change

3.66

-7.69

12,9

’28.92

-37.69
-35.73

-31.12

-31.29




Expevimental Group Achievement in Oral English Based

on Analysis of Varjance and Percentage Gain/Loss Using
Test 2, Paper/Pencil Instrument

- Setting
" and '

TABLE V (Cont'd)

Post Test 1 Versus Post Teast 2

Variadle

Condition

Rural--~
Video and
Paper/Pencil
Prugram
with Tutor

Urban--
Video and

Paper/Pencil

Program
- HWith Tutor

Urban--
Video and

Paper/Pencil -

With Tutor

Urban--
Video and
Paper/Pencil
With Tutor

Vocébglary

Cowprehen- - -

sion
(Test 2)

Usage
(Teat 2)

Vocabulary
(Test 2)

h

22

22

18
18

18

" 18

18
18

Ratio

Post Test 1
Post Test 2 St'd High Low
Means Dev, Score Score
94,68 6.85 112 84
84.91 18,10 112 ° 58
© 25,22 571 32 14
21.0€ 9.02' 32 2
30.83 5.43 38 23
22,67 11,81 38 3
104,17 7.04 112 90
74,89 34,59 8

31

112

P

5.35%

2,58

6.70%

11, 69%*

26

%

" Change

-10.32

-16,52

‘26- 49

-28.11
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27
Atlitudinal Ch;nge Relative to Oral English Usage Based on Analysis of
Vat fance and Percentage Gain ox Loss

Tables VI, VII, and ‘VIII ahow statistical data on treatment group ‘

attitudes toward oral Engliah usage. Table VI provides data on a pre-teat

veraus post-test 1 compqra;lve analysis, Table VII shows fgndings on a pre-
test versus p;st-tést 2lcomparison, and Table VIII reveals results on a post-
teat 1 versua poat-test 2 compariaoh. Except in reference to one of'the
coﬂditiona (fural-~video and paper/pencil‘programs with tutor), all of the
comparative differences ;re relatively aimilar or inaignificantly different.

Yét, the mean scorés (pre-and poat) among all of the treatment groups are

" consigtently in the favorable category. With 16 possivle points, all of the

group mean scores appear beyond a score of 11, While the first post-test.
menﬁs appear slightly higher than thg pre-test meana, the second post-tesg
weans remain relaiiﬁély similar to those found in the first post-test. 1In
eésencg, the data show population attitudinal scores relatively high with

little or no change between the pre-teat and post-tests.

Attitudinal Factor Relative to Video Program Characters and Situations Based

on Analysis of Variance, Uaing the Video Test Instrument.

Since video program esposure is requiréd prior to khe presentatio; of
this attitudinal test coméonent to the progrem participants, a pre-test
;ersus post-test arclysis is rot included in the statistical tables. Table IX
shov; the pﬁst-teat 1 means relative to this attitudinal variable. A total
lcore'of 20 i{s possible on this test variable. 1In this resp.ct, it is noted
that the lowest of the experimental groups means i{s 12, Moreover, it f{s
found that the coablned treatment group scores average approximstely 17 points.

This clearly ceveala s favorable attitude among the participants toward thz

J2



28
.'video program‘eharacters and siteetions; Additionally; ehe pose»test 1 and
post-test 2 comparacive analysls Crable X) shows no signif;cant difference
among five out of the six.treatment conditions between the two test resultse-
This means that the part(cipan; attitudes temained relatively s(miler in
the post~test 1 and post-test.Z findinés. -

Attitudinal Factor Relative to Cultural, Acting, Musical, Dancing, and
Repetitive Voice Features, Using the Video Test Inatrument.

A total of 10 points are possible on this attitudinal variable, -Table kI
reveals highly favorable reepenses ahong the treatment éroups on thie
variable, The mean scores on tﬁis attitudinel.component renge between
6.25 and 9.6%, with ‘the combined group scores aQeraging 7.99, And in
comparing the two ﬁostetest scores (post-test 1 and post-test 2) in terus
of analys(a of variance, a very cloge’ s!milarity Is indicated. Thua; the
rtetistical findlngs consistently reveal favorable attitudes by the program
participants on the three attitudinal variables given in the vidzo test
inetrement, with little or no change in attitudes noted between the two

post-test measures.

EI{IC 33
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Attitudinal Change Relative to Oral English Usa
Based on Analvsis of Varfiance and Percentage Gain

© Setting

and

Condition

UrBan--
V:deo
Program

Rural--
Video
Progrem

Urban--
Video and
Paper/Pencil

" Programs

Rural--
Video and
Paper/Pencil
Progranms

Rural--
Video and
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Urban--

Video and
Paper/Pencil
Program
With Tutor

Variatle

Attitu-
dinal

1)

Attitu-
dinal

1)

Attitu-
di.al

(1)

Attitu-
dinal

(1)

Attitu-
dinal
)

Attitu-
dinal"

(1)

~ acsestamatb RN
.29
TABLE VI - |
ﬁe
Luss
Using Test 1--Video Instrument
(Fre Test Versus Post Test 1)
" Post Test 1 . '

Post Test 2 St'd High Low F %
Means Dev. Score Scove Ratic Change
11,83 4,57 16 5 +40 10,56
13,08 8,20 16 5 '

13,59 3.09 16 6 1.30 ~7.79
14,65 2,06 16 8

3 : o
12,92 4.21 16 3 .10 ~ -4.52
12,33 4,07 16 5 .
13,50 1.98 16 10 .67 4.94
14.17 1.82 16 10
12.27 1.71 14 9  99.71%x 30,3
16,00 .00 16 16 ‘
12.17 4,80 16 1 .56 -8. 48
11.11 3.20 16 5

. B

24
24

17
17

12
12

12
12

22

18
18

34
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TABLE VII
Attitudinal Change Relative to Oral English Usage Based
on Analysis of Varjance and Percentage Gain/Loss,
Using Test 1--Video Instrument
(Pre Test Versus Post Test 2)
Setting . Post Test 1 ) )
and ' Post Test 2 St'd High Low F . %
Condition Variable n Means Dev. Score Score Rsatio  Change
Urban--  Attitu- 24 11.83  4.57 16 5. .00 1.06
Video dinal 24 11.96 4,35 16 5 :
Program - )
Rural-- Atcitu- 17 13.59 3.09 16 6 .16 6,93
Video dinal 17 14,53 8,71 46 5
(1) ' .
Urban-- Attitu- 12 12.92 4.21' 16 3 .09 3.87
Video and - dinal 12 13.42 3.35 16 6
Paper/Pencil (1) .
Programs
Rural-- Attitu- 12 13.50 1,98 16 10 +67 4,94
Video and dinal . 12 . 14,17 1.82 16 10
Paper /Pencil (1)
Pruzranms
Rural-- Ateitu- 22 12,27 1.71 14 9  57.37%% 26,30
Video and dinal 22 15.50 W94 16 13
Paper/Pencil (H
Program
With Tutor
Urban Attitu- 18 12,17 4,80 16 i .14 4,57
Video and dinal 18 12,72 3,78 16 5
Paper/Pencil )
Program
With Tutor
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' TABLE VIII
Attitudinal Change Relative to Oral English Usage Based
on Analysis of Variance and Percentage Gain/Loss
Using Test l--Video Instrument
(Post Test 1 Versus Post Test 2)
L Settiﬁg ‘ Post Test 1
and . : " Post Test 2 St'd High  Low F %
Condition Varjable h Means _ Dev. Score Score Ratfjo GChange
Urban . " Attitu- 24 13.08‘ 8.20 46 5 . .33 ~8,60
videéo dt(nal 24 11,96 4,35 16 5 '
: 9] : ' ‘
Rural Attitu- 17 14,65 2,06 16 8 .00 ~.80
Video diaal 17 14,53 8.71 46 5
Program {1) ' ’
Urban Attitu~ 12 12,33 4,07 16 5 .47 8.78
Video and - dinal 12 13,42 3.25 16 6
Paper/Pencil ¢)) : '
) Prcgrams
Rural Attftu- . 12 14,17  1.82 16 10 .00 .00
Video and dinal .. 12 . 14,17 1.82 16 10 .
Paper/Pencil - (1)
Program
Rural Attitu- 22 16,00 00 1% 16 5.92%  -3.12
Video ang dinal 22 - 15.50 9% 16 13
Paper/Pencil (1) -
Program
With Tutor
Ursan Attitu- 15 11,11 3,20 16 5 179 146
Video and dinal 18 12,73 3.78 16 5 ’ :
Paper/Pencil (y -
Program
With Tutor

36
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TABLE IX

32

Attitudinal Factor Relative to Videu Program Characters
and Situations Using Test 1--Video Instrument

- Setiing
and
Condition

Urban
Yideo
Profram

Rural
Video
Program

Urban
video and

Rural

Video ana
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs.

Rural
Video and
Paper/Pen-
cil Prougs.
With Tutor

Urban

Video and
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs.
With Tutor

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Varisble
Attitudinal
(2)

Attitudinal
(2)

Attitudinal
(2)

Attitudingl
(2)

Att{tudinal
(2)

Attitudinal
(2)

24

17

12

12

12

22

18

(Post Test 1 Mean Scores)

Post Test 1
St'd High Low
Mearns Dev. Score Scbre
17.67 3.37 20 10
18.47 1.50 20 19
14,08 4.48 20 5.0
19,33 1.80 20 15
18.£2 2,37 20 12
12,39 4,93 20 5
37
[



Attitudinal Change Relative to Video Program Characters
and Situations Based on Analysis of Variance a
Gain/Loss Ysing Test 1--Video Instrument (Post Test

. Setting
and
Condition

Urban
Videp

Rural
Video
Program

Urban

Video and
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs.

Rural
Video and
Programs

Rural
Video and
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs.
With Tutor

Urban
Video and
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs.
With Tutor

Varjable

Attitudinal
2)

Attitudinal
2)

Attitudinal
(2)

Atritudinal
2

Attitudinal

(2)

Attftudinal
€

[£=

24

17
17

12
12

12

. 12

22
22

18
18

TABLE X

Post Test 1

nd Percentage

33

1 versus Post Test 2 Scores)

Post Test 2 St'd High
Means Dev.
17.67 3,37 20
17.17 3.86 20
18,47 1.50 20
15.88 4,81 20
- 14,08 4,48 20
14,75 3.65. 20
18.33 1.80 20
18.33 1.80 20
18.82 2,37 20
18.68 2.34 20
12,39 4,93 20
11,72 4,99 20

Low

F

%

Score Score Ratio Change

~

15
15

12
12

.21

-2,83

4.,21% -14,01

.14

.15

4.73

-.72

-9.99
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TABLE X1
Attitudinal Factor Relative to Cultural, Acting, Musical, "

Dancing, and Repetitive Voice Features, Using Test 1--Video Instrument
(Post Test 1 Mean Scores)

- Setting Post Test 1

and St'd High Low
Condition Variable n Means Dev. Score Score
Urban Attitudinal 24 8.33 2,21 10, 3.
Video (3)
Program
Rural Attitudinal 17 7.24 1.66 10, 5,
Video (3)
Programs
Urban Attitudinal 12 6.25 2,52 10 2
Video and (3)
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs,
Rural Attitudinal 12 9,67 .75 10 8
Video and (3) '
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs.
Rural Attitudinal 22 9.27 1.63 10 5
Video and 3)
Paper/Pen-
cil Progs.
With Tutor
Urban Attitudinal 18 7.17 3.08 10 0
Video and
Paper/Pen- - (3)
cil Progs.
HWith Tutor

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE XII

Attitadinal Change Relative to Cultural, Acting, Dancing
and Repetitive Voice Features, Based on Analysis of Variance
and Percentage Gain/Loss Using Test 1--Video Instrument
(Post Test 1 Versus Post Test 2)

Setting . Post Test 1 _
ani ‘ Post Test 2 St'd High Low F %

Condition Variable n Means Dev. Score Score Ratio Change
Urban Attitudinal 24 8.33 2.21 10 3 .13 -3.0
Video 3) 24 8.08 2.34 10 3 :

Kural Attitudinal =~ 17 7.24 1.66 10 5 .20 -5.69
Video 3) 17 6.82 3.28 10 0

Program '

Urban Attitudinal 12 6.25 2,52 0 -2 .00 .00
Video 3) 12 6.25 2,59 10 2 ' :
Rural Attitudinal 12 9.67 .75 10 8 .00 .00
Videc and 3) 12 9.67 .75 10 8 .
Rural Attitudinal 22 9,27 1.63 10 5 .00 .49
‘Yideo ,Pa- - (3) 22 9.23 1.68 10 5

per/Pencit

With Tutor

Urban Attitudinal 18 7.17 3.08 10 0 .02 2.3
Video and 3) - 16 7.33 2,85 10 1

Paper/ : '
Pencil
With Tutorx
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Experiwental Group Differences in Oral English Achievement Based on

Analysis of Covariance, Using the Video Test Instrument.

Analyses of covariance were performed to determina the significant
differences between the treatment groups on the three attitudinal factors
and the three oral English varfables. Specifically, the analyses wvere applied
as follows:
Treatment Group 1 versus Treatment Group 2
Treatment Group 1 versus Treatment Group 3
Treatment Group 2 versus Treatment Group 3

Treatment Group 2 versus Treatment €roup 4
Treatment Group 3 versus Treatment Group 4

The analyses were applied only on pre~test and post-test 1 data.
Additionally, urban and rural treatment effects were compared on the same
variables. The statistical findings reiative to these comparisons are given
in Table XIII. Again, it must be noted that the statistical findings relative
to Treatment Condition 2 are not interpreted with complete validity due to
discrepancies in_the field testing and data collecting in this particular
situation, However, the testing and data collecting in all of the other
treatment groups (1'.3' end 4) were carried in accordance to the fleld
Lesting pl;n; therefore, the findings relative to these conditions are
considered significantly valid and highly noteworthy. Thus, the following
inferences are drawn in tewms of comparative differences between treatment
conditions 1, 3, and 4,

Table XIII shows a close similarity between Treatment Condition 1
(video program) and Treatrent Condition 3 (vide~ »rouram and paper/pencil
materials with tutor) in five of the six varfables. The oanly ¢{fference,

al the .01 level of confidence, oppears in favor of Treatment Cordition |

in attitudinal variable 2 (att.tude towdrd progtam characters and situatione),

11
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Otherwise, a close relationship appears tetween the adjusted post-test means

in all othér attitudinal factors and language variables., This observation

is equally apparent among.both urban and rural populations in the Fresno
arez. Based on these'stutistiéal findings,'it can be concluded that no
significant differences appear between the treatment group post-tesﬁ means
in the majority of the test variables, and particularly in reference to

oral English proficiency. However, this does not iﬁply that simflar achieve-
ment gatné have been noted batween the treatment groups. 1In the comparati&e
analyses relative to achievement gains illustrated in Table I, it has been
observed that greater achievement gains occurréd when papér/pencil program
materfals wefe coupled with the video program series as compared to a single
{nstructional progfem exposure (video or paper/pencil).

A comparative aqalysls was performed to determire the signific;ﬁt
differences bétween urban and rural populations in each of the treatment
conditions. The data in Table XIII zgain reveal a close relationship
between treatment group means, urban versus rural, relative to all of the
language variables. Only three significant.differences were noted {in
reference to the attitudinal variables. This appea;ed in Treatment Condition
3 (video program and paper/pe.cil materials wltﬁ tutor), with the higher
means scored by the rural bopu]ation in all three attitudinal variables.
Nevertheless, ihe lower mears for the urban population still fall between

the indifferent end favorable categories in the test.

Experimental Group Differences in Orai English Achievement Based on

Analysis of Covariance, Using the Paper and Pencil Test Instrument.

Analyses of covariance wers applicd to ascertoin treatmeat group
differences on English comprehension, English usage, and English vocabulary

1 terms of the paper and pencfl instrurment, 1In reference to Table X1V

o 42
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which shows the comparative analyses between Treatment Group 3 (video program

and pape r/pencil materials with tutor) and Treatment Group 2 (paper and pencil
program), significant mean differences are noted in favor of Treatment Group
3., This finding is censistent with the results given in Table 1, where
greater oral English achievement is noted in favor of the combined programs
(video and paper/pencil) as compared to a single medium.

A second analysis was performed to determine the significant difference
between the urban and rural populatjons, ueing the paper/pencil test and the
same variables. The recults ef this analysis, with particular reference to
Treatment Group 3, show a close relationship oetween the means in two of_the
variables (ccmprehenéion and usage). A significant difference in favor of
the urban population {s noted in vocabulary; however, the actual mean differ-
ence is only 9 pcintsnbetween'the two groups. It also is observed that the

. rural pOpulation had a lower pre-test score as compared to the urban popu-
lation; thus, the bercentage gain is really in favor of ine former group on

this particular variable.

In conclusion, the most important finding relative to the foregoing
analyses is the difference between the combined program as compared to
the single program effects. This finding clearly reveals a significant
ditference in favor of the>dual-program geries--video program combined with

paper/pencil lessons,

Q ' ‘1:3
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TARVE XIII .
Experimental Grcup Differences in Oral English
Achievement Based on Analysis of Covariance,
Uslng Test 1, Video Test Measurement.
Variable Setting Pre- Post- | Adjusted St'd. F
- and N Test Test Post Test Dev. Ratio
Condition Mean Mean Mean )
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 1} 24 | 11.83 13.08 13.41 8.20 .63
Varfable 1 Urban-Cond. 2 12 12,92 12.33 11.68 4,07
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 1| 24 .00 | 17.67 | 18.62 3.37 | 4.65%
Variable 2 Urban-Cond. 2 12 12.67 14.08 12.18 4,48
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 1] 24 .00 | 8.33 8.62 2.21 | 2.:0
Varfable 3 Urban-Cond. 2 12 6.83 6.25 5.68 2,52
Comprehen-~ Urban-Cond. 1| 24 | 58.88 | 85.83 85.87 - 13.37 | 14.75%%
sion Urben-Cond., 2 12 | 59.50 | 65.75 65.68 16.92
Usage Urban~Cond. 1 | 24 | 39,29 | 66.63 67.11 11.41 9.84%%
Urban-Cond, 2 12 | 46,75 | 53.75 52,79 13.90 ’
Vocabulary | Urban-Cond. 1} 26 | 66.38 | 92.71 | 92.66 7 51 | 24.80%
‘Ytban-Cond. 2 12 56.33 65.67 65.77 22.93 :
Attitudinal Urban-Cond. 2 12 12.92 12.33 12,33 4,07 .74
Variable 1 Urban-Cond. 3 18 12.17 11.11 11.12 3.20
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 2 12 | 12.67 14,08 13.58 4.48 .G8
Varjiable 2 Urban-Cond. 3| 18 1.50 { 12.39 12.73 4,93
Attitudinal Urban-Cond. 2 12 6.83 6.25 5.95 2,52 1.20
Variable 3 Urban-Cond. 3 18 3.11 7.17 7.37 3.08
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 2| 12 | 59.50 | 65.75 62.75 16.92 7.87%%
sion Urban-Cond., 3 18 | 28.¢3 82.28 84.28 17.42
Usage Urban=Cond., 2 12 | 46.75 | 53.75 51.40 13.90 6.64%
Urban-Coud. 3 18 | 26.00 | 67.50 69.07 16.15
Vocabulary Urban-Cond. 2| 12 | 56.33 | 65.67 66.18 21.93 4.48%
’ Urban-Cond. 3| 18 | 36.33 | 86.94 86.60 23.09
Attitudinal Urban-Cond. 1 24 11.83 13.08 13.18 8.20 f.&l
Variable 1 Urban-Cond. 3 18 12.17 11.11 10.98 3.20
Attitudinal Urban«Cond. 1 24 .00 17.67 17.56 3.37 12,96%*%
Variable 2 Urban~Cond. 3 18 1.59 12.39 12.53 4.93
Attitudinal Urban-Cond, 1 24 .00 8.3} 8,52 2.21 2.37
Variable 3 Urban:Cond. 3 18 3.11 7.17 6.92 3.08
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TABLE XIII (Continued)
Variable Setting Pre- Post- | Adjusted St'd. F
and N Test Test Post Test | Dev. Ratio
Condition Mean Mean Mean
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 1 | 24 | 58.88 { 85.83 81.74 13.37 1.19 -
sion Urban-Cond. 3 18 28.83 82,28 87.74 17.42
Usage Urban-Cond. 1 | 24 | 39.29 | 66.63 | 64.96 11.41 | 1.02
Urban-Cond. 3 18 26.00 67.50 69.71 16.15
Vocabulary Urban-Cond. 1 | 24 | 66.38 | 92,71 €2.48 7.51 .54
Urban-Cond. 3 18 36.33 86.94 87.25 23.09
Attitudinal | Rural-Cond. 1| 17 | 13.59 | 14.65 | 14.65 2.06 .04
Variable 1 Rural-Cond. 2 12 13.50 14,17 14,17 1.82
Attitudinal | Rural-Cond. 1 17 3.29 18.47 18.81 1.50 .63
Variable 2 Rural-Cond., 2 12 1 19.25 18.33 17.85 1.80
Attitudinal Rural=Cond. 1 17 1.53 7.24 7.51 1.66 2,59
Variable 3 Rural-Cond. 2 | 12 9.92 9.67 9,27 .75
" Comprehen- | Rural-Cond. 1 | 17 | 22.88 | 82.65 | 83.01 9,54 .09
sion Rural=-Cond., 2 12 85,25 85.83 85.32 9.14
Usage Rural-Cond. 1| 17 | 13.76 | 65.06 | 74.30 11.63 | 9.91%+
| Rural-Cond. 2 | 12 | 57.42 | 57.17 | 44,07 | 19.72
Vocabulary Rur&l-Cond. 1 17 19.94 98.71 102,65 4,66 5,93%
. Rural-Cond. 2 12 85.83 79.00 713.42 13,26
Attitudinal Rural-Cond. 2 12 13.50 14,17 14.15 1.82 19, 174%
Variable 1 Rurat-Cond. 3 22 12.27 16.00 16.01 .00
Attitudinal Rural-Cond. 2 12 19.25 18.33 23.55 1.80 .79
Variable 2 Rural-Cond. 3 22 .00 18.81 15.97 2.37
- T
Attitudinal ! Rural-Cond., 2 12 9.92 9.67 -2,00 . 745 1,45
Varfable 3 Rural-Cond., 3 | 22 .00 9.27 15.64 1,63
Comprehen- Rural=Cond. 2 12 85.25 85.83 86.65 9.14 3.67
sion Rural-Cond. 3 { 22 47,90 78.23 77.78 ) 11.24
Usage Rural-Cond. 2 12 57.42 57.17 56.87 19,72 1.24
Kural-Cond. 3 22 43,59 62.68 62.84 9.45
Vocahulary Rural-Cond. 2 12 85.83 | 79.00 79.00 13.26 5.07%
ﬂg}ural-Cond. 3 22 85.82 08.73 88.73 10,58
Attfitudinal Rural-Cond. 1 17 13.59 14,65 14,02 2.06 8,843
Variable 1 Rural-Cond. 3 { 22 12,27 16.00 1¢.02 .
45
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TABLE XIII (Continued)
Variatle Setting Pre- Post- | Adjusted st'd. ~F
' ad N Test Test Post Test| Dev. Ratio
Condition Mean Mean Mean
Attitudiral Rural-Cond. 1 17 3,29 18.47 18.34 1.50 .63
Variable 2 Rural-Cond., 3 22 .00 18.82 18.92 2.37
~Attitudinal Rural-Cond. 1 17 1.53 7.24 7.18 1.66 13,26%%
Variable 3 Rural-Cond. 3 [ 22 .00 9.28 9.32 1,63
Comprehen- Rural-Cond. 1 17 | 22.88 | 82.65 82.22 9.54 .90
sion Rural-Cond. 3 22 47.00 78.23 78.56 11,24
Usage Rural-Cond. 1 | 17 [ 13.76 | 65.06 | 63.30 11.63 .04
Rural-Cond. 3 { 22 43.59 62.68 64,04 9.45
Vocabulary Rural-Cond. 1 17 19.94 98.71 97.33 4.66 .79
Rural-Cond. 3 22 85.82 88.13 89,79 10,58
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 1 24 11.83 13.08 13,78 8.20 .00
Vari{able 1 Rural-Cond, 1 17 13,59 14,65 13.66 2.06
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 1 [ 24 .00 | 17.67 | 17.76 3.37 .34
Variable 2 Rural-Cond. 1 17 3.29 | 18.47 18.33 1.50
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 1 24 .00 8.33 8.38 2,21 2.
Variable 3 Rural-Cond. 1 17 1.53 7.24 7.17 1.66
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 1 | 24 | 58.88 | 85.83 81.61 13.37 1.51
sion Rural-Cond. 1 17 | 22.88 } 82.65 85.62 9.54
Usage Urban-Cond. 1 ] 24 | 39.29 [ 66.63 64.72 11,41 .27
Rural-Cond. 1 | 17 | 13.76 | 65.06 67.75 11.63
Vocabulary Urban-Cond, 1 | 24 | 66.38 | 92.71 91.18 7.51 3.23
Rural-Cond. 1 17 19.94 98.71 100.87 4,66
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 2 12 12,92 12,33 12.35 4.07 1.69
Variable 1 Urban-Cond, 2 12 13.50 14.17 14,15 1.82
Attitudinal Urban-Cond, 2 12 12,67 14.08 14,68 4,48 2.60
Variable 2 Urban-Cond. 2 1: 19.25 18.33 17.74 1.80 _
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 2 | 12 6.83 6.25 6.47 2.52 8.84%*
variable 3 Rural-Cond. 2 12 9.92 9.467 9,45 .74
Corprehen- Urban-Cond, 2 12 59,50 65.75 65.62 16.92 B.78%*
sion Rural-Cond, 2 12 85.25 85.83 85.97 ! 3,14
Usage Urbau=-Cond. 2 12 46.175 $3.75 56.02 13.90 .03
Rural-Cond, 2 12 57.42 57.17 54.90 19.72
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TABLE X1II (Continued)
Variable [ Setting Pre- Post- | Adjusted [ St'd. F
and N Test Test Post Test | Dev. Ratio
Condicion Mean Hean Mean
Vocabulary Urban-Cond. 2 | 12 | 56.33 | 65.67 | 66.13 - 21,93 1.58
Rural-Coend. 2 12 | 85.83 | 79.00 78.5% 13.2¢ )
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond., 3 | 18 12.17 11.11 11.11 3.20 47 .66%%
Variable 1 Rural-Cond. 3 | 22 12.27 16.00 16.00 .60
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 3 18 1.50 12,39 12,53 4,93 22,78%%
Variable 2 Rural-Cond. 3 | 22 .00 | 18.82 18.71 2,37
Attitudinal | Urban-Cond. 3 | 18 3.11 7.17 6.93 3.08 6.99%%
Variable 3 Rural-Cond. 3 | 22 BN G0 9.27 9.47 1.63
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 3 | 18 | 28.83 | 82.28 | 82.86 17.42 1.08
sion Rural-Cond. 2 | 22 | 47.00 | 78.23 17.75 11.24
Usage Urban-"ond. 3 18 | 26.00 | 67.50 | 67.10 16.15 .84
Rural-Cond., 3 | 22 | 43.59 | 62.68 | 63.01 9.45 .
Vocabulary Urban-Cond. 3 8 | 36.33 | 86.94 | 86.27 23,09 .09
Rural-Cond. 3 | Z2 | 85.82 | 88,73 | 89.28 10.58

ot}
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TABLE X1V
Experimental Group Differences in Oral English
Achievement Based on Analysis of Covariance,
Using Test 2, Paper and Pencil Test Instrument
Variable Setting : Fre- Post- | Adjusted sSt'd. F
and N | Test | Test Post Test | Dev. Ratio
Condition Mean Mean Mean
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 2 12 21,92 20,50 20,09 4,56 3.93
sfon Urban-Cond, 3 L 9.33 | 25,50 25,50 5.71
Usage Urban-Cond. 2 i2 [ 27.83 | 24.92 24.86 5.36 3.62
Urban-Cond. 3 18 13,94 | 30.83 30.87 5.43
Vocabulary Urban-Cond. 2 12 75.58 | 73.42 73.36 17.11 28, 71%%
Urban-Cond. 3 18 | 44.28 | 104,17 104.21 7.04
Comprehen- Rural-Cond. 2 12 29,25 23.§2 23,97 . 5.50 .20
sion Rural-Cond. 3 22 5.28 | 26,73 26.76C 3.56 ’
Usage Rural-Cond, 2 12 30.67 | 26.75 29,08 4.66 0.182
Rural-Cond. 3 22 2.86 | 28.91 27.64 3.45
Vocabulary Rural-Cond. 2 12 | 85.58 | 69,50 74,77 16.13 3.25
Rural-Cond. 3 22 25.64 | 94,68 91.81 6.85
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 2 12 21.92 20,50 14,56 4,55 2.02
sion Urdban-Cend, 4 18 6.50 | 18,00 21,96 7.39
Usage Urban-Cond. 2 12 27.83 | 24,92 24,06 5.36 .06 -
Urban-Cond. 4 18 8.28 | 22.22 22.80 7.66
Vocabulary Urban-Cond, 2 12 75.58 | 73.42 69.67 17.11 .00
Urban-Cond, % 18 | 22,83 | 66.78 69,28 ?21.21
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 3 18 9.33 | 25.22 25,00 5.71 8.62%x
sion Urban-Cond., 4 18 6,50 | 18,00 18,22 7.39
Usage Urban-Cond. 3 18 | 13,94 | 30.83 30,74 5.43 11,56%%
Urban-Cond. 4 18 8.28 | 22,22 20,32 7.66
Vocabulary Urban-Cond. 3 18 | 44.28 | 104,17 104,44 7.04 38,245
Urban-Cond. &4 18 | 22.83 | 66,78 66,50 21.21
Comprehen- Urban-Cond. 3 18 9.33 | 25.z22 25.16 5.71 1.01
sion Rural-Cond. 3 22 5.27 | 26.73 245.78 3.58
Usage Urban-Cond. 3 18 | 13.24 | 39,83 30,88 5.42 .87
Rural-Cond. 3 22 2.86 | 28.91 23.87 3.45
Vocabulary Urban-Cond. 3 18 464,28 104,17 103,96 7.04 12,92%*
Rural-Cond. 3 | 22 | 25.66 | 94.68 | 94.85 6.85
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In 1965, the Southwe§tern Cooperative Educational Laboratory con-
ceptualized a program design for &evelbping tkhe English-speaking ability
of non-English speaking, Sphnish speaking Americans. This program {s based
0a ?nnovative instructional features such as rhythmic vbice-patterns, musical
effecté, choreography, cartoun effects, realistic characters, and animation.
In a sense, the languvage media is bilingual; for the program utilizeé Spanish
to Facilitate oral English development.

The medium of television was selected to Feach the target population.
This is based on the notion that many workers find it difficuit or impossi-
ble to attend formal classes; thus, the video programs are desfgqed to
bring instruction to the p;rttcipants'home.

The prograﬁ c0mponent; designed to facilitate the learning of English
differ from the single-person medium, which 1s found in other television
foreign language instructional programs. It was hypothesized that these
inaovative program components would serve as wmotivating, stimulating, and
reinforcing factors {n the learning process.

In the year 1968-69, the first five television programs were field
tested. The results of this first study indicated significant and positive
learning among the population groups in the plan. A second field testing
was conducted in 1369-70 to ascertain the learning effects of fifteen video
ptograms among three different Spanish-speaking ethnic groups;-namely,
Mexican Amrericans, Cubans, and Puerto Ricans. Again, the findings revealed
positive learning effects among all of the’groups in the studv.

The video programs for oral English ins:ruction weve developed by the
Televisfon Communications Bureau at the University ot Arizona, under sub-

contract with the Southwestern Cooperative Educaticnal Laboratory, znd
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became knowﬁ as the Empleen Ingles Series. By the year 1970, this KEpart;
ment of the University of Arizona had revised and completed a total of
thirty video programs. ét this point, development was discontinued and the'

_»Laboratory undertook a more comprehensive field testing ©f the thirty video
programs.

Additionally, by 1970 the West Texas Educational agency in Midland,
Tégas had designed and developed thirty paper and peucil lessons related
to the content in the video programs. Thi; ser'es had not been field
testéd, and the Laborétory undertook this task as part of the 1970-71
field testing plan for Adult Basfc Education products.

Several major questions relative to Fhe Empleen Ingles and paper and
pengll lessons remained to be answeved in the 1970-71 field testing plan;
The first question was related to the instructional effectiveness of the
thirty video prograés and papef and peﬁcil lessons. The second question
was in reference to the two programs as single or dual instructional media.
The third question was related to target population attitudes toward English<
usage and video program characters. And the fourth major question was
given in terms of learning retention among program participants subsequert
to a time period fo}loulng the final program exposﬁre.

| The findings in this study substantiate the results of the previous
field testing studies in terms of oral English development. Based on the
paper and pencil test instrument and analysis of varisnce, the findings
reveal dramatic achieverent in English comprehension, English usége, and
English vocab;lary {n treatment conditions 2x and 4. All of the mean
gains are noted at or beyond the .01 ievel of confidence, and the per-
* centage gains appear consistently beyond 100 percent.
Q
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W
- The test data from Treatment Group 2 WM not observed in the analysis

due to discrepancies in the testing and data collecting processes. However,
the data collected from the other treatment conditions (3 and 4} are speci- -

_fically in accordance with the field testing plan and are consiéered highly
valid and significantly noteworthy.

Based on the video test instrument and analysis of variance, the findings
apain show dramatic achievement in English_comprehension, English usage, and
English vocabulary among the treatment groups. The majority of the gains
are represented at or beyond the .01 level of confidence, and the percentage
gain, in most of the cases, fall’beyond 50 peiceqt. In reference to the
aforementioned analyses and test instruments, it can be concluded that ghe
thirty video programs and paper and pencil materials produced dJdramatic and
significant achievement gains in English comprehension, English usﬁée, and
Englith vocabulary.v

Analyses of variance were used to ascertain the degree of learning
retention or loss in oral English, with particular reference to twenty days
subsequent to program exposure. A drop in énglish proficiency is noted among
all of the treatment groups in the study. It is noteworthy that the signifi-
cant drops occurred, most consistently, among the rural pOpulatioﬁs. Since
the rural populatiom in the study are not generaily exposed to the English-
speaking medfa of the urban areas, it is not surprising to find this effect.
Yet, it is significant to note that the degree of English‘proficiency,
twenty days after program exposure, remained significantly higher as compared
to the pre-test scores. Specifically, this means that while scme loss.in
Frglish proficiency occurs over a period of time following program exposure,
the degree of abfliily to communicate in English remafns relatively and

Q zniffcantly higher as compared to the pre-test findings. A sinilar effect
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is noted 1n'English compreﬁensiqn, Engllsh>usage, and English vocabulary based

on the paper and pencil test instrument.

Three attitudinal variableé‘weretexamined in this study. fhe first
variable relates to attigudes toward program_chargcters and situations; the
second variable pertains ;o attitudes toward Englisﬁ usage; and the third factor
sPecifically.refets to attitudes toward cultural, acting, musical, dancing,
and repétitive voice components in the program. The statistical findings
co&sistently reveal favorable attitudes by the program participants ;n the
three aforementioned attigudinal variables, with 1ittle or no change in
attitudes noted between the two post-test mea;ures. In essence, the test
results indicate favorable perceptions or attituées towara'the given program
components among the participants in this'field study.

Analyses of covarian?e were performed to deterhine the significant
difference between the treatment groups on the three attitudinal factors
and the three orgl Engllﬁh varfables., The statistical findings show a
close relatlonship between the adjusted post-test means on the majority of
the attitudinal var.iables and all of the language variables. This is
equally apparegg among both urban and rural populations in the Fresno area.

Based on the statistical findings, it can be concluded rhat no sigrificant

"differences appear between the treatment group post-test means in the majority

of the test variables, and particularly in reference to oral English proff-
clency. However, this does not imply that similar achievement gains have been
noted between the treatment groups., In the comparative analyges relative to
achievement galn, {t has been observed that greater acHievement galns occurred
when paper/pencil materials were coupled with the video program series as
compared to a singie medium exposure {video program or paper/pencil lessons).
A comparative analysis was performed to determine the significant differ-

ences between urban and rural populations fn each of the experimental variables.
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The statistical data sliow & close relationship between the treatment group
means, urban versus rural, relative to all of the language variasbles. Only

three significant differénces were noted in reference to the attitudinai

variables, This appeared in Treatment Condition 3 (video program and paper/

O
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pencil lessons with tutor), with the higher m2ans scored by the rural popu-
lation. Nevertheless, the lower means for the urban population still fall
be;ween the indifferent and favorable categories in the test.

Although it was not possible to compa;e the learning effects of Treat-
ment Conditions 2and 3, the data collected from three of the four conditions
are sufficient to enable the evaluator to draw 1?£erences_and conclusions
on the overall experimental effects. Treatment Condition 2 iucorporated
the_video program and paper/pencil lessons without a tutor, while Treatment
Condition 3 employed the video and paper/pencil lessons with a tutor. The
tutor was not specifically assigned by.the field tester. This person was
to be available in the home setting; consequently, this variable was diffi-
cult to control. For example, the frequency of his participation in the
tutoring process.ls an unknown factor. On the other hand, it also was not

possible to control the exclusion of a tutor in Treatment Group 2. Thus,

ft is possible that Treatments 2 and 3 are quite similar in nature. It

has been noted that Treatment Condition 2 was excluded from the interpretive
data due to discrepancies by two testers in the testing processes. However,
because of the similar nature of Treatment Conditions 2 and 3, in a realistic
sense, it can be cuncluded that the existing results are relatively complete
and significantly noteworthy.

In the final analysis, 1t has been unequivocably concluded that the
Empleen Ingles Video Program and Paper/Percil Lessons produce Jramatic and

significant gains in English comprehension, English usage, and English
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vocabulary. It also has been concluded that a combination of the programs
video and paper/pencil lessons, produce greater learning effects as compared

to a single instructional medium (video or paper/pencil lessons). Based on

the foregoing observations, it is highly suggested that the paper/pencil

materials are more effective as a supplement to the Empleen Ingles video
programs rather than as a separate instructional medium. The Empleen Iﬁgles
viQeo series may be used as a separate instructional medium; however, greater
gains can be achieved whgn the paper/pencii lessons are used as a supplementary
and reinforcement medium.

The paper and pencil lessons can be used with or without a tutor. A
tutor is not absolutely necessary for a l@terate person in Sparish, for the
booklet instructions are provided in Spanish. However, the paper/pencil
materials are irrelevant to the non-reader, non English speaker. The paper/
pencil lessons provéa effective with Treatment Group 4, where a teacher aide
was provided in a classroom setting. Similar results were noted in Treat-
ment Conditfon 3, where a tutor from the family setting was requested ia
the experimental.plan. The degree of involvement of the tutor in the home

setting {8 an unknown factor; however, it has been emphasized that the

experimental findings indicate tha: the coupling of paper/pencil materials

with video program instruction produces greater learning effeéts than a
single instructional medium (video or paper/pencil material:).

The field testing results also reveal that the targei populations in
the study perceive the video program characters, situations, choreography
and other enterteinment features in a favorable light. While technical‘
obcervers and educators may provide suggestions for further fmprovisation,
negative attitudes toward the video programe appear relatively absent among

the participants in the study.

o4
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The findings in this study do not imply that complete fluency in

oral English ccomunication has been achieved by the two instructional

programs. It is inconceivable that thirty video programs and paper/pencil

. lessons can produce this ultimate effect. However, based on the language

O

ERIC
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content provided in the programs and measured by specifically designed test
instruments, it can be concluded that the thirty program exposures are
dramatically effective in oral English development. And based on the fore-
going field testing results, two recommendations are clearly apparent:

One, it is recommeqded that a dissemination plan be conceptualized and
implemented to provide the targef population Qith these instructional pro-
grams; and two, it .is highly recommended that consideration be extended4t9
continue the development of the Empleen Ingles series untf{l 100 or 150 video

programs have been completed.

<l
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TREATMENT GROUP ATTRITION DATA

ﬁ;gatment Treatment Croup Program Type Pre-test —ngst-test Percentage
Croup No, ) Enrollment Drop
Treatment | Video Program (only) 24 24 0.
Group 1
(Urban)
Treatmeat | Video Program (only) 24 17 29.
Group 1
(Rural)
Treatment | Video Program and 12 12 0.
Group 11 Paper /rencil Lessons
(Urbanj _ |
Treatment | Video Program and 12 12 0.
Group I1 Paper/pencil Lessons ,
(Rural)
Treatment | Video Program and 24 18 25.
Group III Paper/pencil Lessons
[(Urban) |  with Tutor o
Treatment Video Program and 24 22 10.
Group III " Paper/pencil Lessons
(Rural) with Tutor _ A
Treatment ! Paper/pencil Lessens 2 18 25.
iGroup 1V (only)
(Urban) '
Treatment | (A rural setting was not
Group IV provided for this
(Rural) treatment condition) .

Average.percentage of 14,8

Attrition (including
L _all treatment groups) e, .

The attrition percentage in this study runged from O to 247 with the
everage drcpout of participants (including all treatment groups) being 14.8%.
Excellent participataion by program students was noted in this study.
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111, TEST GUESTIONS

A, Attitudes Toward English Usage (Pre-test and Post-test)

2 1 0
Favorable Indifferent Unfavorab}e

1, (Cree Uq), que una persona en una
situacion como la suya pueda
obteq;r empleo sin hablar nada de
ingles? . v v s v 0 0 0 e s e e e s

2, ;Cree Ug., que una persona en una
situacion como la suya pueda
aprender ingles a su edad? . . .

‘.
3. iCree Ud, que el saber ingles le

ayundaria a alcanzar un trabajo de

supervisor? . . . . . . e e 0w

4., ;Cree Ud. que el saber inglé§ le
ayundaxia tener mejor communicacion
con sus aifles? . . . 0 . . 0 .

5. ¢Cree Ud. que el no saber inglds
afecta mucho su vida? . . . . . . . ‘ ]

6. :Cree Ud, que el individuo que
vive en los Estados Untdos tiene
ia obligacion de aprender a hablar
el inglés? . . . . . v v v v . .

7. ¢Ha tenido ocasicn cn que Ud. no
fue a algun lugar, o algun negocio
por que no sabia hablar el inglés?

8. jRecuerda Ud. alguna ocasion cuando
Ud. o un conocido perdio dinero en
alguh negocio por no saber {ugles? e

Column Totals:

Total Score:

EKTC 60
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B. ittitudes Toward Program Characters and Situations

(Post-test only; do not pre-test)

1Qué le parecio el sr. profesor?. .

ZLe gust; la manera en que el
corcnel da sus direcciones? . . . .

¢{Cree Ud., que Bocaton sirve para
ayudarle a Ud. a formar las

. palabras? . « ¢ .. 0 0 0 0 e e .

iLe gusta la sra. Mura como
profesora de ingles para adultos? .

LQué le parecid’loa televidentes
o participantes :n el programa? . .

aQué le parecio’el sr. Avendano?. .

~ {Lo parecieron nifieriss algunas de

lag actividades que se usan para
engsefiar inglés en estas peliculas?

tCree Ud. que hubo demasiada
repecicion en la ensefianza de
algunas de las palabras u oraciones
en 10B1ES7 . . 4 v e e e e e e

¢Le ofendio la mayoria de los

televicdontes? o« ¢ « o 0 4 4 4 e e

iLi ofendid la mayorfa de las
s{tuationes donde se encuentra el
mexicano en el programa? (cubanos,
portorxiquerios, etc.) . . . .« .« . .

Column Totals:

Total Score:

61

2
Favorable

1
Indifferent

56

0
Unfavorable

-
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C. Attitudes Toward Cultura}, Actiug, Musical, Dancing, and
Repctitive Voice Features

LQué pensJ’Ud. de las siguientes 2 1 0
cosas que vio en la pelicula? . . Favoreble Indifferent Unfavorable

1. <Cantantes 9 bailes . + &+ « 4+ &

2, TFondo musical . . . . « + & + &

3. Actuaciéh e e s s s s s e e s

4, Referencia a la cultura
Mexicana (cubeno,
portorriquefiv, etc.) . . . . .

5. Ejercicios de repeticion . . .

Column Totals:

Total Score: o o I

.
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D, English Comprehension

Directions: Part A
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58

Ahora quiero que usted me conteste con una frase en ingles, o espanol
para indicar que usted comprende lc que yo 1e digo,

Ejemplo: '"Heilo, how are you?"

1. What is your name:
(Response: My name {s __ _ i B

2. Where do you live?
(Response: I live in

JUNED B
3. How are you?
(Response: I am fine, thank you,
for/ 1 am not feeiing well.) . . .

4, What are you? (occupation)
(Response: 1 am a ) e
5. What do ycu like to buy?
(Response: I like to buy __ )
6. What day is today?
(Response: Today is )
7. Do you work on Tuzsday?
(Response: Yes, I work on Tuesday.)

8. Do ycu like to get up early?
(Response: Yes, I like to get up
early. Jor/ No, I do not like te
get up early.) . . . . . v . . .

9, Howv old are you?
(Response: [ am ___ years old.)

10. Where do you work?

(Respanse: 1 work at/in 2

11. Do you have to go to the dentisc?

(Response: Yes/no, 1 have/dv not
have to go to the dentist,) . .

63

(Response:

"Fine, thark you.")
|
2 Partially 0
Correct Correct Incorrect
-
o
——-{7.—— D ]

;
b e e L __ﬂ

b SO NP
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E. English Usage

Yo, le voy a decir una frase en espanol. Escuche bien la frase y
digame lo que significa en 1nglé§.

Ejemplo: Qué’quiere decir "Buenos dfas” en inglé%?
(The response of the interviewse should be "Good Morning,")

2 1 0 _
1. Como se llama &17? .
(Response: What is his name?) . . f
U
2, Sientese, por favor, )
' (Response:vPlease sit down.) . . .
3. Es pan bueno.
(Response: It's good bread.) . . .
4, iDdnde vive?
(Response: Where do you live?) . .
5. Yo no tengo qué ir al medico.
{(Response: 1 don't have to go to
“the doctor.) v v v v v v v e 4 .
6. Hace frio. .
(Response: It's cold.) . . . . ..
7. ﬁl tiene hambre y quiere comer.
(Respense: Ha's hungry and
wants ko eat.) . . . o0 0w 0. |
8. iComo se llama ella?
(Response: What is her name?) . . .
9, iComo esta usted?
- (Response: How are you?) . . . .. I
10. iComo se llama usted?
(Response: What is your name?) . . _
11, A mi hijo le duelen los ojos.
y (Response; My son's eyes hurt.) , . | L
12, éQue'necesita ella?
(Response: What does she need?) . . R
13, Hace calorcito,
(Response: It's warm.) . . . . . . |
14, 1l.e duele la cabeza,
{Pesponse: His hcad hurts, or
Q He has a headache.) o . v v v v o v L N
WJ:EEE

64
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f. English Vocabulary
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Le voy a cedir una palabra en espanol, £scuche bien 3 d{éame la
palabra en ingles.

Ejemplc: Como se dice aho en ingles

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
21.

22.

(Response: Year,)

Yo -1. .

’
El - He or him .,

Donde - Where .

Nuestro - OQur .,

Used - You . . .

Quiéh - Who ., .

Llantas - Tire .

Ella - She or her

Id .
Como = How + .+ &

Nosotros

- We or

Mama - Mother .

Hija - Daughter

Esposc - HusSand

Miércoles - Wednesday

Martillo

- Hammer

Clavo - Nail , .

Madera -
Cabeza -
Despacio
Serrucho
Escalera

rd
Mecanico

Lumber
Head .
- Slow
- Saw

- Ladder

- Methanic

. o
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COMPREHENSIGN
Directions: Ahora quiero que usted me conteste con una frase en
: inglés, o en espanol para indicar que usted comprende
lo que yo le digo.

Ejemplo: What is your name?

Response: My name {s ] .
2 } 0_____1
Hello, how are you?
Response: Fine, thank you. . . . + « « « « « . _
Do you have a driver's license?
Response: Yes {(no), I have {do not have)
a driver's license. . . . . .. ... ... | {
1
Do your eyes hurt? ) '
Response: No, my eyes do not hurt. . . . . . .
Do you need a aoctor?
Response: No, I do not necd a doctor. ., . . .
What is your address?
Response: My address 1is oo e e [
What day o we go to church?
Response: We go to church on Sunday. . . . . .
Which are the work days?
Response: Monday through Friday. . . . . . . . -
How many hours do you work a day?
Response: I work hours a day. . . . .
What time do you get liome from work?
Response: I get home from work at .
What day is today?
Response: Today {is e e e e e e e ]
What does the carpenter use in his work?
Response: The carpenter uses lumber (or trols,
rafls, @8C. ) L e h e e e e e e e e e e -
Who delivers the mafil? .
Response: 1ie postman delivers the mail, . . . | N




1I. ENGLISH USAGE 63

Directions: Yo la voy a decir una frase en espanol, Escuche bien
la frase y digame lo que significa en fngles.

Ejemplo: Qué’quiere decir, {Como se llawi a*?
' Response; What is his name?

e e

1. iComo te liamas tu? o _ l
Response: What is your name? . + + + . . « . _'__4

2. El se llama Tomss. .
" Response: His name 8 Tonas., + o « <-4 « . .

3. Ellos se llaman Rosa y Tomas . .
Response: Their names are Rosa and Tomas. .

———— —

4. Me duele la garganta.
Response: My throat hurts. . . . . . . « . .

5. Desco empleo:
Response: I need employwent (or, a job). . .

6. ¢Cuanto cuesta?
Response: How much does it cost? . . . . . .

7. Necesfto alguras cousas de 1a tienda.
Response: I need some things from tne store,

8. zQué hora es?
Response: What time is 1t? . . . . . . .« o . |

9, Ayer fue un dfe de trabalo.
Response: Yesterday was a work day. . . . .

- —
10. Favor de cerrar la puerta.

Response: Please close the door, . . . . « . |
3. Es el primero de septiembre.

Response: 1t s the first of September. . . _ J
12. Este es un serrucho de carpintero.

Responsc: This is a carpenter's saw. . . . . _
13. Tiene que lavar ropa

Response: She has to6 wash clothes. e e ]

ERIC 68
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14,
15.
16,
17.
18.
19.
20.

21,

b4
VOCABULARY '

Directions: Le voy a decir una palabra en espafiol, Escuche bien
y digame la palabra en inglés.

Ejemplo: :Cémo se dice escalera en ingle§1
Response: ladder,

2 1 0

‘Enferméra S NULSE  , 4 o +« &« & s 4 4 e

Doce -~ twelve . . . v v v v v v v h e e e

4 -

Quince - fifteen . . . . v « . v 4 4 e v 4 .

Zapatos - shoes e e e e ]
Garganta =~ throat . . . . o + + s o o & & & o

Fiebre - fever . . . + « v v o o o v v v v . S
Casa - home (hovse) . . . . . .. « . o . .. . .

Receta - prescription . + ., + « « + v « v 4 .

Botica - drug store . . , . . . ¢ 4 - o 4 4 W

0Jos = @Y8 v v v 4 i v e e e e e e e e

Medicina - medicine . . . - « . « ¢ v v . . .

p—— ——

Cinco dolares - five dollars . . . v o 4 . 4 .

Carna molfda =~ ground 2at ', , + v 4 . 4 4 4 s

- i
Lechuga = lettuce .« + « ¢ o v o v v v & 4 & _J
Helado - fce ;ream e e e e e e e e e s ]
Medio dfa = M0OR 4 v v v v o v h e e e e ]
Inglesia - church . . . ¢ v . v v v o v v - | I

Domingo - dunday « « + « v v v . e v e v .

Reloj desprrtador - alarm clock . . . . ., .

Viernes = Friday .+ . +« v « v o« v o v o o v o .23 3/ R A
ERIC—¢tenrinpg®cuse 1
Muela - tooth v v v . v v v v v 0 0 o 0w 1 ]
AUGZ2 01971
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